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MAGAN, MELUHA, AND THE SYNCHRONISM 
BETWEEN MENES AND NARAM-S1N 
BY DR W. F. ALBRIGHT 
THE propositions advanced in the paper, "Menes and Narnm-Sin" (see Joutrnal, VI, 
89-98) seem to have called forth a number of expressions of opinion (see especially ibid., 
295 foll.). This was to have been expected, and no one is more willing than the writer to 
withdraw views which have been shown to be devoid of foundation. I will, therefore, at 
once recant my impossible localization of Tibar in the Antitaurus, since it certainly belongs 
in the Zagros, east of the lower Zab, in the land of Arman-Alman1, as became evident before 
the paper was printed. However, this error does not affect the unquestionable fact that 
Sargon and Naram-Sin2 extended their conquests well into Armenia and Cappadocia, as 
vouched for both by the inscriptions of these monarchs and by later tradition (the sar 
tamhari saga). Professor Sayce's remarks on Ibla and Yarmuti are interesting and may be 
correct; I am unable to control them because of lack of the necessary books here in 
Jerusalem. Not having access to a copy of the Tuthmosis list for northern Syria3, I must 
accept Professor Sayce's reading of Nos. 298-301 as Ursu-Arsos, Mari, Ibla, and Qarmatia (?) 
on faith. However, though the combination of Gudea's Ursu with the Hittite Ursu (pro- 
nounced Ursu) is evidently right, and Jensen's combination with Arsos, modern Arsuz, on 
the Rias el-Hanzir, north-west of Antioch, may now be considered reasonably certain, it 
should be observed that the identification with an Egyptian " Arsha " is hardly likely, as 
the sibilants are wrong. Another identification is in order; Arsos, which commands the 
Gulf of Issus, is surely the Hittite Arzawa, which the insight of Hugo Winckler has already I 
For Arman-Alman cf. SCHEIL, Dglegation en Perse, v, 76, and OLMSTEAD, A.J.S.L., xxxvI, 134. This 
region can hardly be connected in name with Iolwan, as often thought, but, on the other hand, is probably the 
source of the later name Armenia, appearing as Armina in the Achaemenian inscriptions, as first suggested 
by Scheil. In Assyrian times the district of Man lay directly north, to the south of Lake Urumiah. I find 
it very difficult to avoid connecting the land of Manium or Manum with later Assyrian Man, both of which 
may be shortened forms of the earlier Armanum or Arman. When the Persian tribes pushed north-west- 
ward towards Armenia, they first came into contact with the peoples of Man-Arman, who, as we know, were 
closely related in race to the Chaldians of Armenia. The survival of this name is no more remarkable than 
that of the name Persia, which first appears in the time of the dynasty of Akkad as Par'ase, ideographically 
MAR-JHA-SI-KI, in Assyrian times as Parsua, pronounced Parsua, and in Achaemenian times as Parsu, 
thus properly a place-name, and not a tribal name, originally referring to the central Zagros. 
2 The correct form of the divine name Sin is Sin; the Assyrians interchanged the sibilants, as usual. 
The older form is found in South Arabia, among the Amorites, and in Aramean transcriptions of specifically 
Babylonian names, while the Aramean reproductions of Assyrian names invariably change s to s. Haupt's 
explanation of the origin of the name, as a Semitic word, is thus correct, and the prevailing combinations 
with Sumerian Zu-en, for En-zu, " Lord of knowledge," the Sum. name of the moon-god, are nothing more 
than old punning explanations. 
3 MARIETTE'S Karnak c and ToMPKINS' study in Trans. Soc. Bibl. Arch., 
IX 
are unfortunately not to be 
had. A special copy was made for the British School of Archaeology, but only extends as far as No. 205. 
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located in Cilicial. The Boghazkeui text where Ursu appears is written in Assyrian, 
like the Mattiuaza treaty, and so we have the proportion Ursu : Arzawa (only in Hittite 
texts) = Alse : Alziya (only in Hittite texts), with which compare the proportion 
Arzawa: Arsos 
- 
Tarz- : Tarsos. The Assyrians inverted the Babylonian values of the 
sibilants s and s, as is well known, and in the Boghazkeui tablets the northern practice 
usually prevailed, though sometimes Babylonian scribal influence won the upper hand; in 
the Amarna correspondence we find an almost hopeless mixture of both representations of 
the sibilants. The Egyptians employed t to write foreign z and s, but were very inconsistent 
about using so and s for foreign s. As they seem to have occasionally transcribed their 
geographical lists from cuneiform models, a good deal of unnecessary confusion arose. Our 
trsu-Arzawa is evidently identical with Eg. S-rl-t? captured by Ramesses III (BREASTED, 
Ancient Records, Iv, 70) which is quite distinct from sn-n-r?-t? or Ullazi. On the other 
hand, Eg. s-ra-s2 is certainly not 'sy-A lusiya, as generally thought, since in a list of 
Ramesses II they occur side by side, but is probably, in spite of the inconsistency in the 
use of the sibilant, Ursu-rzawa, orthe strip of territory between the Amanus and the 
Gulf of Issus. For the change of vowels, cf. Urbel-Arbail-Arbela. I confess to a very 
serious doubt as to the identification of Nos. 299-300 in the Tuthmosis list with Mari and 
Ibla, though the latter probably is not Byblos, as thought, but refers, a s Jensen and 
Sayce hold, to the southern flank of the Amanus. The combination of Qarmatia(?) with 
Yarimuta and Yarmuti is inadmissible. Per se, one has every reason to look for the 
Yarmuti of Sargon the Elder in northern Syria, and the identification with classical 
Armuthia is very attractive2. But the letters of Rib-Addi of Byblos regarding Yarimuta 
leave no loophole for such a combination; I have gone through them again with the utmost 
care, and am more convinced than ever that this Yarimuta is south of Carmel, and repre- 
sents either the Delta, as Niebuhr supposed, or the Plain of Sharon, the latter alter- 
native being much the more probable. Northern Syria has plenty of wood, is not a grain- 
producing country, and was not under Egyptian domination, as Yarimuta certainly was. 
When Rib-Addi says (EA 105) that he is between "the devil and the deep sea," the 
Arvadites not permitting his ships to go even as far northward as Simyra, while Yapa-Addi 
(Semitic, not Hittite name) prevents them from going to Yarimuta, it is evident that 
Yarimuta lay southward, and was probably, in accordance with our information concerning 
Yapa-Addi, outside of Egypt proper. 
These geographical questions are subsidiary, even irrelevant, to the main problem, the 
location of Magan and Meluha. So far from finding my position shaken, it seems to have 
become much stronger, thanks to new material. Professor Sayce objects to the identification 
of Magan with Egypt, because it is called the mountain of copper, i.e. the land of copper. 
Now Egypt was certainly one of the lands where copper came first into use, and where its 
use was most widespread; the paleolithic age in the Nile Valley was followed directly by 
an aeneolithic, the neolithic proper being apparently non-existent in this country. Copper 
came to Egypt from two sources, the mines of Sinai and the mines of the Nubian desert, 
south-east of Aswaln. The Babylonians would most naturally derive copper from these 
1 This disposes of Grimme's ingenious combination of Arzawa with the old name of Edessa-Urfa, Orrhoe, 
Urhai, which is probably Arabic *arwai, " antelope," employed as a tribal name, as previously thought. 
2 I confess to having been totally unable to find Armuthia in any of the early geographers or modern 
handbooks. 
Journ. of Egypt. Arch. vII. 11 
This content downloaded from 131.215.225.9 on Thu, 22 Oct 2015 01:36:55 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions
W. F. ALBRIGHT 
sources by Egyptian intermediation. Professor Sayce's suggestion that Magan was Makna, 
in Midian, does not appear more likely than that the Hebrew yam sAf was the Gulf of 
CAqaba. Why the Sumerians should have regarded the desolate land of Midian as so 
important, and yet have completely overlooked Egypt, is not explained. My suggestion 
that Magan reflects an original Macdn is naturally hypothetical, but it is undeniably true 
that the common Hebrew and Arabic place-names Macdn or Macin are identical with 
ma,cn, "watering-place, encampment," and ma ?in, "water flowing upon the face of the 
earth" (i.e. well-watered region) whence the denominative verb md4ina means "be well 
watered." The writing md (ideographic for ship) instead of ma may point to a Sumerian 
compound, as Haupt believed, but it may also be due to a sort of popular etymology. 
The question of Magan has been recently discussed by Kmosk6 in Zeitschrift fir 
Assyriologie, 31 (1917), 61-64, and by Ungnad in op. cit., 262 foll. Kmosko objects to the 
identification of meskannu-wood (Sum. mus-Magdna, " tree of Magan ") with Acacia Niilotica, 
proposed by Haupt. He points to the fact that Ilu-ibni, governor of Suhi, on the middle 
Euphrates, gave meskannu-beans and furniture made of this wood to Tukulti-Inurta II (so 
read), and says that the ruler "eines elenden Nomadendorfes " could not have secured this 
wood. But the Acacia seyal, to which the Hebrews extended the term shittir, a loan from 
the Egyptian word s'nd for Acacia Nilotica, grew in Arabia as well as in Egypt, and, as we 
know from the Pentateuch, was the favourite wood in the desert for cabinet work. Moreover, 
Suhi was at that time a very important caravan centre, and not a miserable BBedu village. 
Kmosko identifies Magan with the Jebel Ahdar in northern cOman, and Meluha with 
southern COman, but does not discuss the paradoxical consequences arising from such 
a theory. Ungnad anticipates my independent identification of kisu with papyrus, and 
happily suggests that Sum. giz, gis is a loan from Eg. g?s, " reed," though he admits the 
difficulty of assuming that kIsa is a loan from Sumerian, since we should then expect kisu. 
However, we must naturally suppose that GI-ZI is a pseudo-loan from Semitic kisu, itself 
directly borrowed from Egyptian. The change of sibilants is due to a dialectic peculiarity 
common in Old Akkadian. 
Magan cannot be situated between Syria and Babylonia, as Professor Sayce now 
suggests, since the ships of Magan and Meluha are mentioned along with the ships of 
Tilmun = Bahrein in the southern part of the Persian Gulf. The identity of Tilmun with 
the largest Bahrein island, Owal or Samak, is now made even more certain by Meissner's 
discovery (Or. Lit. Zeituqng, 1917, 201 foll.) that the Babylonian name Tlwn (m and w fall 
together in Babylonian, as in the modern Arabic of Baghdad) is preserved in Syriac sources 
in close connection with Hagar, the ancient capital of Bahrein, Muharrak, the second largest 
island of the group, and Hat,t, the Arabian coast opposite, so may have been the ancient 
name of Manamah, the northern seaport of the island. Hence Magan and Meluha are 
clearly accessible from the Indian Ocean. In Nies's new volume, Ur Dynasty Tablets, 
No. 84, 6, the courier Akalla is furnished with food to set out on a journey to Magan (with 
letters from a king of the Ur Dynasty ?) but the length of time required by the trip is not 
specified (sic); other messengers go to Susa. The goats of Magan, mentioned in LANGDON, 
Drehem, No. 13, and Rev. d'Assyr., 9, 51, are presumably a choice variety of Egyptian goats. 
The list of kings conquered by Naram-Sin, given in a text published by Boissier in Rev. 
d'Assyr., 16 (1919), 160 foll., is perhaps chronologically, but certainly not geographically 
arranged. Professor Sayce's statements that Marhasi is MarCas in northern Syria, and 
that Mardaman is Syria, can hardly be maintained; both districts are in the Zagros 
82 
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Mountainsl and IIAR-HA-SI is proved by an Assur vocabulary to be the ideogram 
(i.e. older form) of Par'ase. 
The alabaster vase mentioned Journal, VI, 295, bearing the inscription "Nardm-Sin, 
king of the four quarters, a vase from the booty of Magan," belongs to Dr J. B. Nies, of 
Brooklyn, the distinguished Assyriologist and antiquarian. Fragments of alabaster vases 
with similar inscriptions have been published in Del. en Perse, iv, P1. I, No. 1, and CT, 32, 
8, 104, 418. Would Kmosko maintain that alabaster vases of this well-known Thinite type 
were manufactured about this time in COman ? There is nothing in this against Sayce's 
theory, since Egyptian vases might easily have been imported into northern Syria. 
My remarks a propos of Meluha must now be modified in the direction indicated already, 
Journal, VI, 295. According to a mining engineer who has been repeatedly through this 
region, te ntnshe mountains between Nubia and the sea are cupriferous, and rich in copper 
carbonate or malachite, which occurs as incrustations in connection with ore deposits. The 
identity of Assyr. samtu with Eg. mfk't, "malachite, turquoise," may be regarded as 
absolutely certain; see the references given Journal, vi, 90, n. 7. A list from the time of 
Ramesses II (MULLER, Egypt. Researches, ii, 87 foll., 91) distinguishes between two mountains 
of malachite, one in Africa, and one in Asia, and other texts (ibid.) also bring malachite from 
the eastern desert. The clinching proof is given by Gudea, Statute B, vi, 38 foll., which 
states that the patesi of Lagas brought gold-dust from Meluha. The Egyptian gold land, 
par excellence, was the mountainous region of the Nubian desert, from the latitude of Esneh 
southward to Abyssinia (cf. REISNER in Journal, VI, 79 foll.), the hinterland of Eg. Punt 
(Pwnt), froml which the Egyptians brought gold-dust. Elsewhere I hope to show that 
Ophir is certainly equivalent to Pwnt, as scholars are coming more and more to believe. 
Suffice it to say here that, like Meluha and Pwnt, Ophir furnished gold and malachite. In 
Gen. x, 7, 29, Havilah is placed beside Ophir, and referred once to Africa (Cush) and once 
to Arabia (Joktan). As we know, in the first millennium B.C. both sides of the Red Sea 
were occupied by closely related tribes of Arabic race, in Africa superimposed on a substratum 
of Hamitic peoples, a fact which gave rise to a sad confusion in the Jewish mind. Ophir 
seems to be equivalent to the modern Afar, the land of the Danakil of Eritrea, west of Bab 
el-mandeb. Just south of this district, on the Gulf of Tajura, lay the place called Aualites 
in the Periplus (cf GLASER, Skizze der Gesch. und Geog. Arabiens, 11, 195), which is probably 
Havilah. At all events the word iawhlah is not to be connected with the specifically 
Hebrew word hol , "sand," but with the Ar. hwl, "go round." In ladram6t hawWl is 
a " little boundary wall encircling a field," so Hawdlah may have been originally a word 
meaning " dyke, shore." That Aualites corresponds in part to Pwnt is indicated by the fact 
that according to the Periplus a specially good kind of myrrh was exported thence; Pliny 
calls the troglodyte myrrh the best. The " peacocks" imported along with gpw apes 
(Heb. Dmp)) from Ophir by Solomon are in reality, as has been seen, kyy apes (stzrnii). 
The algumn tree is probably Acacia arabica, from which gum arabic is derived; the al is the 
Arabic article, though the word *kumm (cf. kamkdm, " gum mastic ") from which Gr. Kco[u/ut 
and Latin gummi are borrowed, has been apparently lost. 
My combination of Meluga with Malao is not much better than the old one with Meroe, 
adopted doubtfully again by STRECK, Assurbanipal, III, 795. Meluha is certainly riot 
1 Mardaman appears in NIES, Ur Dynasty Tablets, No. 92, 24, along with Sanum and Rirnus, both 
unknown places, and Tilnmun. The name is clearly of " Caspian " origin, as appears from the ending an, 
found in so many place-names in the Zagros, e.g. Arman-Alman, Padan, Zaban, Awan, Ansan, etc. 
11--2 
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Amalek (!) with Grimme, nor has it probably anything to do with the Munuchiatis of Sinai 
(MORITZ, Der Sinaiktllt, Berlin, 1916, 10) though the form is phonetically almost identical 
(in Semitic n and I frequently interchange in proximity to m). On the other hand, the 
name is almost certainly preserved in the old word for gum resin, bdellium (a product of 
Havilah), which appears in the forms bedlh bedoah ulh (Heb.)-budulhu (Assyr.), /3oxXov, 
3soXXov, piaGeXKov, 3p8eXXtov, etc., maldacon < *niadalcon, brochon < *blochon, etc. GLASER, 
op. cit., 365, states that gum resin is still called amloh in Zafar (Biblical Sephar), south- 
eastern Arabia. The source of all these forms is evidently *mdulh, from which alone they 
can be all derived. Sum. meluha stands then for *mdluha, which the Sumerians could 
naturally not pronounce. Whether ME-LUH-HA-KI is the "land of bdellium," or the 
latter is the Meluhean product, I will not attempt to settle; the word is presumably 
Hamitic, certainly not a known Semitic formation (using "Semitic" in the narrower sense). 
If one wishes with Hommel to derive the /IoXoXOXrl? of Theophrastus from Meluha, we can 
only say, so far as our own theory is concerned, "Ahlan wa-sahlan ! "-Meluha would then be 
originally a place-name. But when Hommel wishes to bring in modern malachite" and 
Egyptian mfk?t we can only repeat the pious "Allahu hu r el-'dliminn." It may be added that 
in NIES, Ur Dynasty Tablets, No. 64, 12, we have a man named Ur-Lama, son of Meluha, 
perhaps a slave from Eritrea. 
It is difficult to see how Professor Sayce can say that the equation Meluha = Kasi (Kasi 
is northern spelling) in the Amarna letters is based solely upon Knudtzon's conjecture as to 
the reading of a single broken passage. Kasi and Meluta interchange repeatedly, and 
where others use Kasi in referring to the Sudanese mercenaries of Egypt, employed as 
zaptiyes in Palestine, Rib-Addi nearly always speaks of troops from Misri and Meluha (e.g. 
EA, 70, 112, 118, etc.). In the Boghazkeui text I, 15 + 19 (cf. MEISSNER in Zeitschrift der 
Deutsch. Morg. Ges., 72,42) the Meluh(h)a also appear as mercenary troops on the Egyptian 
side. The English have found that the men of the Siudan make the best mercenary troops 
in the Near East, being stalwart in frame and famous for their bravery and loyalty. The 
Arabs, with whom Winckler and his pupils identified the Meluhha, are notoriously poor 
allies, and useless as mercenaries. In the Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal inscriptions, Magan 
and Meluha certainly correspond to Egypt and Ethiopia respectively, and the men of 
Meluha are called salmnti, "black"; see STRECK, op. cit., III, 794 f., who terms the use of 
these names in place of the then current Musr and KAs' archaic-rather archaistic, like 
Hanigalbat, Subartu, Ahlamiie, Gutium, etc., in Assyro-Babylonian texts of this age, or Eg 
Kftyw for Phoenicia and Amor for Syria in late inscriptions. In Mesopotamia of the seventh 
century, as in contemporary Saite Egypt, archaizing was in vogue; while scholars and 
courtiers attempted to turn back the wheels of titne, the common people gave up Assyrian 
and Babylonian for Ararnaic as their vernacular tongue, and patriotism declined. 
Having stated the new geographical evidence, let us turn to the vexed subject of 
chronology again; I see no reason for modifying the results previously obtained in any 
respect. The reduction of Egyptian chronology by assuming an average of fifteen years for 
each legitimate reign from the first dynasty to the fifth inclusive is exactly in accord with 
the Babylonian material, as pointed out in my previous article. To take later periods, in 
Babylonia during the Kossean dynasty 36 kings ruled 576 years, or 16 years each. The 
next 40 kings rule 434 years, or 11 years each. The 55 kings of Assyria from 1500 to 606 
rule 16 years each, nearly all of them following in regular genealogical order, though it 
must be observed that our lists are perhaps incomplete. In Egypt some thirty rulers of 
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the XVIII-XX Dynasties rule 490 years, or an average of 16 apiece. The Twelfth Dynasty 
in Egypt, with its average of 27 years, remains phenomenal, like the contemporary first 
and second dynasties in Babylonia, whose monarchs register an even higher average. 
That we have not erred greatly in estimating the interval between the Sixth and the 
Twelfth Dynasties appears from additional calendrical considerations. Petrie (Researches in 
Sinai, p. 174) points out that the great tablet of Phiops I at Wady MaghAreh is dated on 
the 6th of Mesore, in the 37th year, which according to his chronology would be 4131 B.C., 
so the 6th of Mesore would fall on the 24th of May. Now on p. 169 he tabulates the 
known dates on Egyptian tablets at Sinai, which lie on Jan. 19, Jan. 29 + 15 days, and 
March 9. The other three are not certain, so had better be left out of consideration; two 
are in March, the third in May, if Petrie's identifications are right. Hot weather in Sinai 
begins in April, and May is torrid, so was avoided then as now, as is shown by an inscription 
of Amenemmes III (p. 170). Petrie's date for Phiops I then becomes very improbable; that 
he considers it a support for his chronological theories looks like a lucus a non lucendo. 
Breasted's date, about 2575, brings the 6th of Mesore about three weeks earlier, to May 3, 
and Meyer's date, c. 2490, takes us back to about April 12, still decidedly late. Ours, how- 
ever, gives the date Feb. 10, at an ideal time of the year for work, falling precisely at the 
mean of the certain dates preserved. A better confirmation could hardly be desired, short 
of absolute proof. 
In some respects Babylonian chronology is in a better condition, but even here there 
has been a recent attempt by Weidner to upset the system erected by Kugler, and endorsed 
by Eduard Meyer, among others. After a careful study of the material, including especially 
the new Assyrian royal lists published by Weidner and Schroeder, I have found so many 
serious blunders in Weidner's work as to vitiate his results completely. My conclusions 
will be published elsewhere; it is enough here to say that Kugler's results appear certain, 
with a very small margin of error, from the chronological point of view alone. Astronomically, 
Pater Kugler's accuracy and ability are undoubted; Weidner, though unquestionably 
brilliant, is notoriously careless and inexact, as his numerous "howlers" have too often demon- 
strated. We may, therefore, consider the date 2475 for the beginning of the ltr dynasty, 
fixed by Thureau-Dangin in 1918, as certainly approximately correct, and perhaps right to 
the very year. The situation is then left as outlined in my former article, except that we 
gain ten years (2475 instead of 2465). In the preceding dark period, between the expulsion 
of the Guti and the commencement of the tr dynasty, we have a dynasty of Erech, and a 
contemporary series of ten autonomous patesis of Lagas, as well as a dynasty of Adab, so we 
can hardly allow less than 150 years for the total length of the interval, bringing Sargon I 
to a probable minimum of 2975, a date which can hardly be far wrong. So far as I can see 
at present our chronologies agree with the supposed synchronism in the best possible way. 
It cannot be emphasized too strongly that Egyptian and Babylonian civilizations were 
nearly coeval in development, though the former seems to have excelled artistically and the 
latter commercially. Both in Egypt and Babylonia the thirtieth century B.C. was a period 
of great artistic and political expansion and growth. Breasted's remarkable discovery of 
some ten predynastic kings wearing the double crown of Upper and Lower Egypt on the 
Cairo fragment of the Palermo Stone shows what we must expect; Menes came at an 
advanced stage, if not actually late in the record of organized government in Egypt. This 
discovery eliminates the reason for my doubt regarding the contention of Breasted and 
Meyer that the Egyptian calendar was introduced in 4241 B.C. The Mayas of Central 
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America had a calendar long before they had advanced to the comparatively high state of 
civilization found in Thinite Egypt. On the other hand, it seems clear that there really 
was a great readjustment of the feasts and regulations of the calendric synchronisms at 
the beginning of the next Sothic cycle, in the reign of Kechoos of the second dynasty, 
2780 B.C. The cult of Apis, god of the Nile, said by later traditions to have been introduced 
by Kechoos, was intimately bound up with the calendar, through the association of the 
periodical changes of the Nile as well as of the calendar itself with the heliacal rising of 
Sirius. The shifting of the calendar completely upset the astral and agricultural setting of 
the important festivals, so the reharmonization of the calendar with the seasons naturally 
involved a readjustment of the feasts, which to later generations might seeni as the first 
introduction of the latter. 
Borchardt's discovery that Athothis, Menes's successor, carried on a campaign in Syria 
(Mitt. der Vord. Ges., 1918, 342), presumably not the first invasion of Asia by a Pharaoh, 
shows what we may expect in the way of international rivalries and relations in the thirtieth 
century. I find it difficult to understand why one should doubt the possibility of an invasion 
of Egypt by Naram-Sin, when this was successfully accomplished by Esarhaddon and Assur- 
banipal, whose capital lay farther away. If it is objected that these early kingdoms were 
insufficiently organized, one can only point to the great empires of barbarians, like Attila 
and Jenghis Khan, or the Inca Tupac Yupanqui. Now that the latest finds are throwing 
light on the transfusion of culture between Egypt and Babylonia in predynastic times, and 
the remarkable researches of Newberry are showing that the real centre of early Egyptian 
civilization was in the Delta, there is no excuse for imagining a total lack of communication 
between Egypt and Babylonia down into the second millennium. We may never find a 
correspondence between the Thinites and the monarchs of Akkad, but we may safely expect 
interesting details regarding their warlike relations. Even to the Babylonians, Menes was 
a redoubtable sovereign, who deserved the honorific title dannul. 
In conclusion, Magan is Egypt, perhaps including Sinai and the coast of the Red Sea as 
far south as below Qosser; Meluha refers to the region known to the Egyptians as Pwnt, and 
to the Hebrews as Ophir or Havilah, as well as its hinterland, Nubia. Manium, Manum, or 
Mannu, king of Magan, is Menes of Egypt, who ascended the throne of united Egypt about 
2950 B.C. It may be observed that the dates I have suggested agree almost exactly with 
those given by the two distinguished Egyptian archaeologists, Newberry and Garstang, 
perhaps the most careful and methodical of all students of Egyptian archaeology, in their 
Short History. 
1 As Professor Sayce says, it is quite true that dannu is never affixed to an Assyrian royal name before 
the title s'arru, but in the early period it is regular. Not only do the monarchs of Akkad call themselves 
regularly X dan(n)zm, sar Akkad, or war kibrdt arba'im, but we find also, e.g., Esar dan(n)utnz sar Adab, 
Lasirgab dan(n)um sar Guti. Pbre Dhorme has called my attention to the fact that we find the same usage 
among the Hittite kings; Subbiluliuma is called Aubbiluliumna qarrad a, 5sar mat a&l Hatte (that mant before 
a place-name was actually read, as construct, and not as mere determinative, though long maintained by 
Haupt, was inot proved until Lidzbarski's publication of an Aramaic letter from about 660 B.C., where 
Akkad is written Mtkd). Naturally dannu is a substantive, like German der Mdchtige. My rendering of 
dannu was arrived at independently by Dhorme and Boissier, whom Ungnad endorses without hesitation. 
It must be remembered that usage differs with different periods of a language, and that the omen texts are 
copies of a very ancient original, as sufficiently proved by the many variations in the different recensions. 
Unless I am greatly mistaken, Sayce was one of the first to recognize the high antiquity and significance 
of the omina of Sargon ald Narhm-Sin. It may be added that " common sense " is a relative matter. 
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